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Green Infras fruciure Assess ment

T he Green Infrosfructure

L ond Network

« AN opportunity fo profect and
link Marylond’s remaning
ecologicdly vaduade lands

« A cons ervation guice - not a
clan or mondate




Green Infras fruciure Ass ess ment

Purpos e of the Green Infros fructure

L ond Network

D) ISysc’lrsemcm‘iodly identify ond protect ecologicdly importont
an

2) Address proldems of forest frogmentation, haoitat
degradation ond water qudity

3) Maximize the influence and effectiveness of puldic ond
rivate cons ervation inves fments

4) Promote shared responsiklities for lond conservation
etween puklic ond privale secfors

5) Guide ond encourage compatitle uses ond lond
nmonagement proctices



Green Infros tructure Assess ment

Greenways

Nafturd arecs with some form of permonent protection
Basic framnework existing stream vdley parks

E cologca Recareationd
Corridors Corridors

- Green Infros fructure - Lond-lbbased trails

(Identified through Green - Water frdls
Infros tructure Assessment) =
(Icentified through state

ondload trail pans)




Green Infros fruciure Assess ment

Marylond's Green
Infrastruciure Network is |
loocatedon pudicond S %E
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Green Infros fruciure Assess ment

Protection of the
Green Infros fructure
Lonad Ne1work




Green Infros fruciure Assess ment

T he Green Infrosfruciure

Lond Nefwork Indudes:

large tracts of forest land
iImportont wildife haoitat
wetlonds

riporion corriaors
exisﬁng pPark ond cons ervation

T i

1?"’{

il ieia®

TN e

iy ...I.F"l-ﬂ‘ l"’w h"'"



Green Infros fruciure Assessment

3" Components of the Network
W ¥

Hubs : large configuous blocks of
nafurd resource londs

Corridors: best ecologiad route ﬁ
between hulcs g
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Green Infros fruciure Assessment
Green Infrostructure vs. Loocd Naturd Resource

Bhes Conservation ond R es toration
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Green Infrosfruc

ure Assessment

Integrating Regond ond Locd
Naturd Resource Protection

Green Infrastructure =

Elements

5

Linkages
" Mdor Riparion Link-oges|
i Armong Hulcs

h Large, Intoct Forest —

: Hditat Blodks
A
Large Wetlond —
Complexes

:' g
3 : I éq‘ -

Cross-Watershed —

Complementary
E lements

\ Smdl or Isolated

Naturd Heritoge
E lements

ey ™S Streams ond their

B uffers

. - Steep Slopes,

Flooddans, ond

| Other Locdlly S ensitive

F eatures

E= sl Isolated

Wetlonds



Green Infros tructure Assess ment
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Identification Phose Andysis Phase
Steps 4-5
Favor: E cologicd F actors.
«Forests e Inferior Forest
« Wetlonds « Unmodfied & S pead Wetlonds
- Sensitive S pedes - Sensitive Spedes & other
« Protected Londs Heritage E lements
S freams ond Waterways « Mininndly Dis turlbed Heodwaters
« Hedthy Acuatic S ystems « Adacent Lond Cover
« Remoteness “ & ‘Intaciness
Avoid: «Slope
« ROOs
- Developed Arecs Vulnerability F actors
« Degraded Aquatic S ystems « Degrees of Protection
« Development Pressure

«Zoning for Development



Green Infrosfructure Ass essment

Step 1. Selection of Ecologicd Components

« |ncorporate londs cope LageBlodks _ Lage

of Configuous Contiguous

ecology prindples Fosst Gl

Unicue R|pcr|cn
- Coarse sode andysis G //

| : Steep __ / Ecdoged Covnge%r’rr%/’r\lllon
- S frive to indude full S"m‘ Fectures 5100
I’Cﬂge Of B8y YS Tem V(\/:gl’r(e)rné?d / \ \\rurd Heritage

o Nest

- elements Locdlion

ey Hokifct
Protection

. Linmited to features with rew Rae
GIS data availadle Ercingeed
Starewice

Existing
Protected Arecs

Agaty



Green Infros fruciure Assess ment

4 Comyposite Map of Importont E cologicd F eatures

r e a - L4
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| Features Indude

Unique Wetlonds

L arge, Unmodfied Wetlonds

Jdnterior Forest

LColonid Watertbird Nesting S ites

Waterfowm Concentration Arecs

Rae, Threatened ond Endongered
S pedes

Naturd Heritoge Arecs

Hdoitar Protection Arecs

Slopes > 10%

Streams and 268 Buffer

LClose Proximity to E xisting Protected Lands
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Green Infros fruciure Assessment

Sigar T Step2: Icentification of Hulcs

- Large, configuous kblocks of naturd
res ource lonas

« Forests, wetlonds, ond other
Importfont haoitafs ﬁ

« Hulcs ronge in size from 500 acres
and up




Green Infrastructure

Assessment

Ecological Hubs

Maryland Depariment of Malural Rescurces
Chasapaake and Coastal Walershed Service
Watershed Management and Analysis Divislon




Green Infras fruciure Ass ess ment

Step 3: |dentifioation of Corridors

« Assess |londks cope lbetween hutos for
linkage potentid

- INndudes riparion, ugdond, ond
‘mixed” connections

- Width based on 1100° or FEMA
flood plan, whichever is gredtfer
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Green Infrosfructure Ass essment
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- Green | n_frcxs’rrucrure ASSessment
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Green Infras fruciure Ass ess ment

Step 4. Regond Evduation of

Huls and Corridors

 Indvidud hulcs or corridors are andysis unifs

« Data lbas e of hub charocteristics

- Indudes information on ecologicd signifioonce,
vulnercaility, ond degree of profection

« Ronking lbas ed on singe or mulfiple ariteria for
eoch physiographic region

~«Comparing hutes or corridors for cons ervation
vadue, feosibility and urgency of aclion



Green Infrastructure /

~

Assessment
Coastal Plain - West

Hub Ecolugical Ame
Ranking

Hub Ecological Ranking
R Top 20%

e
B

— Bottom 20%

Prince
George's

o, Marland Depariment of Malur! Resources
w Chesapaake and Coastal Watershed Service
: Watarshed Management and Anahesis Division




Green Infrastructure

Assessment
Coastal Plain - West

AL
Hub Vulnerability
Ranking

Hub Vulnerability Ranking
B Top 20% i

George's

e

Chesapeske and Coastal Watershed Service

i.\ Maryland Depariment of Matural Resources
Watorshed Managamant and Analysis Oivision




Green Infrastructure

Assessment

Coastal Plain - West
Hub Composite
Ranking

S
e T A

[ ! i
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B Top 20 % -
Ecological Score
- Top 20 % -
W ulnerability Score
[ Top 20 % - Ecological
and Vulnerability Score

Mandand Department of Natural Resourcas
Chesapeake and Coastal Watershed Service
Watershed Management and Anstysis Division




Green Infras fruciure Ass ess ment

Step b: Locd Evdudtion of
Hulos ond Corridors

» E vauaiing londs cope within hulos & corridors

- Acoounts for locd variation in ecologica
significonce or vulneraality

« |dentifying conauits ond loarriers to movement

o |dentification of loocd cons ervation ond restoration
opportunifies



Carroll
County

sy

Frederick
County

F

Patapsm I
, Vallay

I Park

Howard
County

Green Infrastructure
Potential Landscape Corridors

Potential Corridors
[ Upland Connection
Riparian and Upland B Riparian Ggimoetion

Connections _*h B Potential Ecological Hub

2 4] 2 Miles




Frederick
County

Green Infrastructure
Ecological Component

2

Vulnerability of
Ecological Component -
Patuxent Area

Carroll

CGHH%E

Howard
County

Level of Vulnerability
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Green Infrastructure Level of Vulnerability

B Low
Ecological Component M
Potential Corridor - *

Ownership




Green Infros fruciure Assess ment

e Hulb ond Corridor Identification

T L W T W *

Green Infrostructure Bdtimore County
E cdogicd Component Greenway Methodology
Rl i Rlnl™ - " ) 3 Sy
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Green Infras fruciure Ass ess ment

Summary: Stafus ond Next S teps

Jon, 1998 County model ond pilot completed
May 1999 S tatewide methodology aroffed and
peer-reviewed
June 1999 Draft Green Infros fructure moes
prefoared
~ July-Nov. 1999 County reviews of araff maes
- Dec. 1999 Revision of macs
- Early 2000 Pullish revised moos

Fdl 2000 P otentid for mid-atlantic conference



